Introduction
This paper describes a research project that we have recently completed on the social stratification of cultural consumption, and then aims to present our main findings and to bring out their implications for certain aspects of public policy in relation to the arts. Our research is relevant in particular to policy issues that arise in regard to access to, and participation in, cultural activities and to the extent and causation of social inequalities in cultural consumption. 1 population; (2) covers most major cultural domains; and (3) allows individuals' levels and patterns of cultural consumption to be linked to a wide range of their sociodemographic characteristics.
A major step in remedying this deficiency, at least so far as England is concerned, came with the Arts in England Survey of 2001, which was carried out by the Office of National Statistics on behalf of Arts Council England. Our own research is based on the secondary analysis of the data-set that resulted from this survey. In addition, we have organised a comparative project in which researchers have undertaken analyses parallel to ours in six other countries on the basis of data-sets similar in essentials to that of the Arts in England Survey: that is, in Chile, France, Hungary, Israel, The Netherlands and the US. The Arts Council published its own report on the research it commissioned, entitled Arts in England: Attendance, Participation and Attitudes (Skelton et al., 2002) . In our own work, we have sought to go beyond the analyses presented in the Arts Council report in three main ways.
First, instead of focusing on particular items of cultural consumption that individuals may, or may not, have engaged in, we have tried to establish patterns of consumption and, in turn, types of cultural consumer. We have done this both within the three different cultural domains of (1) music, (2) theatre, dance and cinema, and (3) the visual arts, and also across these three domains.
Second, instead of using merely ad hoc measures of social stratification, or the one-dimensional and unduly crude measures used in market research, we treat social stratification as being multidimensional. We use separate measures of social class and of social status (the distinction between which we discuss further below) and also of education and income.
And third, instead of relying on primarily bivariate analyses-i.e., analyses relating forms of cultural consumption to individual characteristics taken one at a time-we carry out more powerful, multivariate analyses. These allow us to assess the effects of different individual characteristics simultaneously and independently of each other. For example, we can assess the effects of social class on cultural consumption independently of those of social status, or the effects of income independently of those of education. Turning now to the findings of our analyses and their policy implications, we would say that their most general significance lies in the fact that they call into question an argument that appears to underlie much current discussion of cultural policyimplicitly if not explicitly. That is, what we label as the 'homology' argument. What this argument claims, or supposes, is that social hierarchies and cultural hierarchies map closely onto each other. Individuals in higher social strata are those who prefer, and predominantly consume 'elite' or 'high' culture; and individuals in lower strata are those who prefer, and predominantly consume, 'mass' or 'popular' culture-with, perhaps, intermediate situations being also recognized.
In some academic versions of the argument-for example, that developed by Pierre Bourdieu (1984) -the arrogation of high culture by 'dominant' classes is seen as an important factor in the capacity of these classes to ensure the 'reproduction' of the status quo, and of their own dominant position within it. It would then appear that some, rather unsophisticated, reception of this thesis often lies behind criticism of public funding for the arts-insofar as the arts are associated with high culture. That is to say, this funding is seen as being unduly influenced by and biased towards the tastes and cultural practices of higher social strata and as thus serving to reinforce class and status divisions in society rather than contributing to greater social integration. New Labour policy in regard to the arts would appear to have been formed to a significant extent in response to such criticism (see, e.g., Long, Bramham, Butterfield, Hylton & Lloyd, 2002) , leading in turn to governmental demands that public support for the arts should be linked to a requirement that the arts show a commitment to promoting social integration or, at least, to overcoming 'social exclusion' .
However, perhaps the most notable result from our research is, in this respect, a negative one. Within present-day British (or at least English) society, we are unable to identify any numerically significant group of cultural consumers whose consumption is essentially confined to high cultural forms and who reject, or at least do not participate in, more popular forms. Any such group that may exist is, at all events, too small-at, say, something under 1 or 2 per cent of the population-to be reliably determined even within a relatively large national sample (the Arts in England Survey was based on a sample of over 6,000). And we can further say that this negative finding is largely replicated in the other countries in our comparative project.
What we do find, more positively, at least in the cases of music and of theatre, dance and cinema (Chan & Goldthorpe, 2005 , 2007b , is the following (see Table 1 ). First, there are large numbers of individuals whose consumption is in fact essentially restricted to more popular cultural forms-that is, to pop and rock music and to cinema (as opposed to live theatre of any kind). But second, those individuals who consume most high culture in these domains-classical music, opera, live theatre, ballet etc.-tend to consume popular culture as well, and at least to the same extent as those whose consumption is limited to popular forms. In other words, instead of making a distinction between 'elite' and 'mass' consumers, it would seem more appropriate here, following the suggestion of the American sociologist, Richard Peterson (1992 Peterson ( , 2005 to think in terms of 'cultural univores' , on the one hand, and 'cultural omnivores', on the other.
However, there are also certain qualifications to this latter typology that may be necessary, as, for example, in the case of the third cultural domain that we consider, the visual arts (see again Table 1 ). Here, it would seem (Chan & Goldthorpe, 2007c) , the lack of popular genres, or at all events, of ones with an extensive institutional basis and media expression, means that in place, as it were, of univores, one has to recognize another substantial grouping, namely, that of inactives or of virtual non-consumers. And further, in addition to omnivores, we have to distinguish another type of consumer whom we label as 'paucivores': that is, those who consume We move on now to our further findings regarding the social stratification of the types of cultural consumer that we can identify. And here again the misleading nature of the homology argument is brought out. It is true that in England, and similarly in the other countries in our comparative project, these types do appear, on an initial view, to be stratified on fairly straightforward lines. That is to say, cultural univores, as in music and in theatre, dance and cinema, and likewise the culturally inactive, as in the visual arts, are more likely to be found in lower than in higher social strata, while the reverse is the case with cultural omnivores (or paucivores). But, considered in greater detail, our findings reveal a rather more complex situation.
To begin with, it can be shown-for England and for the most part elsewhere-that the stratification of cultural consumption occurs more on the basis of social status than of social class (as is discussed in more detail below). This point calls for a brief excursus into academic sociology. Class positions can be seen as deriving from social relations in economic life: that is, from relations in labour markets and production units. As regards class, we therefore distinguish initially between employers, selfemployed workers and employees; and then, among employees, we make further distinctions according to the form of their employment relationships-most importantly, between salaried employees and wage-workers. In contrast, status positions are seen as deriving from relations of social equality and inequality as expressed in more intimate forms of association and, in particular, in 'commensality' and 'connubium'-in who eats with whom and who sleeps with whom. Thus, through analysing patterns of differential association in close friendship or in marriage, a status order can be established (Chan & Goldthorpe, 2004) .
The class structure and the status order are then to be understood as qualitatively different forms of social stratification, between which an important empirical correlation exists, but one that is by no means perfect (Chan & Goldthorpe, 2007a) . For example, salaried professional and managerial employees have similar class positions but professionals generally rank higher in status than do managers, and higher, especially, than managers working in industrial and other predominantly 'bluecollar' milieux. And indeed the latter, despite their more advantaged class positions, may rank lower in status than quite routine administrative and clerical employees who work in 'white-collar' milieux.
From this conceptual distinction between class and status and the empirical finding that cultural consumption is stratified more on the basis of status than of class, further difficulties for the homology argument then arise. As well as there being no recognizable 'dominant class' that is culturally elitist, neither can one convincingly link such a class with cultural omnivorousness. Cultural omnivores are most frequently found among professionals, reflecting the generally high-ranking status positions that professionals hold, but even within professional groups, omnivores often do not constitute a majority. And among managers, with their generally lower status, omnivores tend to be a clear minority, with cultural univores and inactives predominating (see Table 2 ). Socio-economic advantage of any kind is not, in other words, all that strongly correlated with cultural 'distinction'. Conversely, then, it appears unhelpful to discuss limited cultural consumption simply in terms of 'social exclusion'. If a low level of cultural consumption is in fact to be regarded as a problem for public policy-an issue taken up further below-it cannot be seen as one that is restricted to the most disadvantaged groups in society. Rather, it must be recognized as a fairly common feature of the lifestyles of those who are clearly in the social mainstream.
Part 3: Research Result: Cultural Consumption is Chiefly Stratified by Education and Status, Not by Class
In the light of these findings, then, rather wide-ranging questions arise of the relative weight that should be given in explaining differences in cultural consumption to resources (or constraints) as against motivation (or choice). In this regard, the multi-dimensional approach to social stratification that we adopt is, we believe, of further value. As earlier noted, as well as distinguishing between class and status, we also include in our analyses of cultural consumption separate measures of income and education; and in this way some further interesting results of evident policy relevance are produced. First, it turns out that the independent effects of income (i.e., independent of class, status and education) on cultural consumption are quite limited, at least so far as consumption within particular domains is concerned (see Table 3 ). Only in the case of theatre, dance and cinema-but not in music or the visual arts-are income effects on consumption statistically significant, and even then they are not very powerful. When we look at consumption across these three domains (see Table 4 ), income does appear to be somewhat more important, and especially as regards individuals' chances of attaining a moderate rather than a minimal level of such consumption. But, even then, income has no effect on determining whether individuals move beyond a moderate to a high level of cross-domain consumption-to being, say, omnivores not just in one but in two or all three of the domains we consider. 4 Secondly, and in some contrast, the independent effects of education tend in all respects to be quite marked. The higher individuals' educational qualifications, the less the probability of their being cultural univores or inactives and the greater the probability of their being cultural omnivores-both within particular domains and across domains.
Thirdly, though, what has to be emphasized is that, despite education having such strong effects, including education (and income) in the analysis does not remove the effects of social status. Status effects on cultural consumption for the most part persist within different levels of education: that is, the higher the individual's status, the higher the level of his or her cultural consumption, and the more omnivorous it is likely to be. Thus, for example, the tendency for professionals be relatively active and omnivorous cultural consumers is not to be accounted for in terms of their educational attainments alone. In contrast, it is evident (Tables 3 and 4) that, under our multivariate models, individuals' class positions only rarely exert a significant effect on their patterns of cultural consumption, whether within or across domains.
Overall, then, we would suggest that in determining cultural consumption, resources and motivations combine on something like the following lines (cf. Chan & Goldthorpe, 2007d) . Economic resources, as proxied in our analyses by income, are chiefly important for the ability of individuals' to engage in moderate levels of cultural consumption 'across the board' . But high levels of economic resources do not in themselves imply high levels of cultural consumption. Cultural resources, as proxied by education, have a more general importance. A high level of education is the best prophylactic against minimal levels of cultural consumption. Moreover, the higher Respondents at the highest level, i.e., level 4, are omnivores in at least two of the three cultural domains that we distinguish. Those at level 3 are omnivores in one domain, while those at level 1 have the lowest level of cultural participation, i.e., they are univores in the domains of theatre, dance and cinema and of music and they are visual arts inactives. Finally, respondents at level 2 are not omnivores in any domain, but neither do they have the lowest level of cultural participation in all three domains. Reference categories same as Table 3. individuals' educational level, the higher, one might say, is their capacity for cultural consumption, which then seems always to be exploited to some extent or other. There is, in other words, and not surprisingly, support for the idea that much cultural consumption is engaged in 'for its own sake'-for the intrinsic satisfactions and rewards that follow from the realisation of the capacity for such consumption. However, the fact that status still often exerts an effect on the level and form of cultural consumption over and above the effects of education and income, further suggests that consideration of status is an important motivational factor that operates independently of resources. This does not necessarily imply, we would stress, that cultural consumption driven by status motivations is in some sense spurious-that it is engaged in simply for reasons of status-as, say, with bored executives sitting in hospitality boxes at the opera or with tourists 'ticking off ' famous museums or galleries without perhaps getting beyond the café and giftshop. Nor need it imply that such consumption is aimed primarily at demonstrating status superiority through exclusiveness. Rather, status motivations in cultural consumption may be directed chiefly towards confirming an individual's membership of a particular status group or network, characterized by a valued lifestyle in which cultural activity has some particular importance. That is to say, effective membership of the group or network depends, in part, on the individual's ability to share cultural interests and experiences, and not only in the actual venues or settings in which these interests and experiences are realized but, more generally, in everyday social intercourse-or, as our American colleagues would say, 'around the water-cooler'.
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At the same time, though, it is important to recognize that cultural consumption is not the only way of thus confirming status and status group membership. In some cases-that is, in relation to some lifestyles-such confirmation may be sought, and sought more effectively, through material rather than cultural consumption: for example, through the value of the house one owns, the kind of car one drives, the clothes one wears, the holidays one takes and so on. At least in modern societies, the cultural sphere has no monopoly over the criteria and symbols of status. Indeed, in this regard, it faces direct and powerful competition from the provision and marketing of material goods and personal services.
Conclusion: Two Policy Questions
In conclusion, then, we would like to pose two-perhaps rather awkward-questions, or sets of questions, of policy relevance that are prompted by our research, and ones that would be unlikely to arise against the background of the homology argument. First, given that, in present-day British society, rather restricted levels of cultural consumption are found not only among individuals in lower social strata but also among at least substantial minorities of those in higher strata, what kind of policy response, if any, is called for? If individuals do not participate much in the arts, even though they have the resources, economic and cultural, required to do so-if they are in effect selfexcluded rather than socially excluded-should this be a matter of public concern? Second, if it is in fact the aim of public policy, or of arts organizations, to increase general levels of cultural consumption, should not the link with social status-the role of status as a motivating force in cultural consumption-be more readily recognized? Should not the aim be to exploit this link with status rather than, as seems the present tendency, to play it down or, insofar as it is acknowledged, to seek to undermine it? Can one remove well-known status-related barriers to wider participation in the arts, while at the same time encouraging participation as offering, in addition to its intrinsic rewards, symbols of status alternative to those that are provided by material consumption?
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Notes
[1] More detailed accounts of our research can be found in a series of papers that we cite in the text below. All are available at http://users.ox.ac.uk/sfos0006 [2] For some results from this project, see a special double issue of the journal Poetics in 2007, volume 35, issues 2-3.
[3] A quite elementary statistical error often here arises. Because cultural omnivores tend to be very largely drawn from more advantaged classes and status groups, it does not of course follow that most members of these classes and status groups are omnivores.
[4] Our findings in regard to income effects should, however, be understood as being more specific to England than most others we report either in this section or earlier. From our comparative project, we know that the strength and pattern of income effects on cultural consumption can vary quite widely in relation to the general living standards of a society, the prevailing degree of economic inequality, the extent of public subsidy to the arts, and so on.
[5] In other words, Robert Kelly's distinction (1991)-drawn in regard to museum visitorsbetween those who visit 'because they love being there' and those who do so 'in order to attain a state of having been', while neat and suggestive, need not be taken as a hard and fast one. Given that some kind of arts appreciation is a feature of the lifestyle of a particular status group or network, mixed motivations may well be quite common.
